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FOREWARD 

At  the  direction  of  Governor  Marvin  Mandel  and  the  legislative 
authorization  of  the  General  Assembly  -  Chapter  179  of  the  Acts 
of  1972,  General  Construction  Loan  of  1972,  Item  32  -  a  budget 
authorization  of  $250,000  was  approved  for  "preparation  of  a 
program  and  plan,  including  a  feasibility  study  for  state  multi- 
purpose centers  to  provide  for  convenient  and  efficient  service 
delivery." 

These  actions  were  in  response  to  a  Department  of  State  Planning 
Study  which  outlined  the  problems  inherent  in  the  present  system 
for  delivery  of  services  from  dispersed  locations  of  State  Agencies 
and  the  concern  of  the  Governor  and  The  Maryland  General  Assembly 
over  rising  space  costs  and  increasing  citizen  needs  and  requirements. 

The  Maryland  Department  of  State  Planning  is  conducting  this  study 
to  determine  both  the  feasibility  and  desirability  of  establishing  a 
network  of  State  MULTI -SERVICE  CENTERS  throughout  Maryland  providing 
one-stop  service  delivery  directly,  conveniently,  economically,  and 
personally  to  residents  of  the  state. 

If  the  concept  proves  to  be  feasible,  the  study  will  also  provide  plans 
for  locating  and  developing  such  centers  and/or  for  alternative  methods 
of  providing  such  services  throughout  Maryland. 

The  State  of  Maryland  is  one  of  the  most  rapidly  urbanizing  states 


in  the  nation.  This  growth  has  brought  into  focus  the  requirement 
for  service  delivery  systems  capable  of  responding  to  current  and 
anticipated  needs  within  the  fiscal  resources  of  the  state. 

Experimental  service  centers  on  a  lesser  scale  have  been  developed  in 
various  cities  in  the  United  States.  However,  there  is  not  yet  general 
agreement  as  to  the  form  such  service  centers  should  take  -  either  in 
their  human  resource  and  response  organization,  their  spatial  organi- 
zation, their  locational  criteria,  or  their  management  and  fiscal 
economy  programs.  This  study  will  delve  deeply  into  all  of  these 
aspects. 

Simultaneously,  the  Department  of  State  Planning  is  underway  on  two 
other  major  study  endeavors  which  have  an  extremely  close  relationship 
to  this  study... the  Generalized  State  Land  Use  Plan  and  the  Human 
Resources  Plan. 

Ideally  and  perhaps  without  precedent,  the  Study  Team  and  the  State 
Planning  Coordinating  Committee  will  provide  a  parallel  participation 
in  all  three  studies.  This  process  will  optimize  the  guiding  of  inquiry, 
the  provision  and  conversion  of  information,  and  the  formulation  of 
premises  and  will  assure  that  the  resultant  findings  and  recommendations 
are  sensitive  and  responsive  to  varying  state  and  local  systems  and 
requirements. 
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This  MULTI-SERVICE  CENTER  STUDY  is  being  produced  by  the  consultant 
firm  of  Gruen  Associates,  Inc.  It  is  to  be  divided  into  ten  distinct 
study  phases.  The  completion  of  each  phase  will  be  accompanied  with  a 
detailed  Progress  Report.  THIS  IS  ONE  SUCH  REPORT.  The  specific  purpose 
of  each  of  the  study  phases  is  described  in  the  Phase  100  -  Progress  Report. 
The  total  study  findings  and  recommendations  will  be  provided  in  an  end  of 
study  Summary  Report. 
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SUM  MARY 


SUMMARY 

Phase  800  finalizes  the  Plan  for  the  MSC  system  which  evolved  from  prior 
evaluations  as  the  service  delivery  system  considered  to  be  most  beneficial 
to  the  state  and  Maryland  residents.  The  MSC  Plan  sets  forth  general  MSC 
facility  locations  and  service  areas  with  appropriately  scaled  levels  of 
staffing  and  operations. 

Based  on  evaluations,  carried  out  in  previous  phases,  as  to  the  relative 
service  and  economic  benefits  of  several  concept  options,  Concept  F  -  the 
multi-level,  Multi-Service  Center  system  -  is  judged  to  be  the  most 
advantageous  of  all  concepts  evaluated  and  as  being  most  consistent  with 
state  service  goals  and  objectives  and  suitable  for  final  planning. 

Development  of  the  Multi-Service  Center  Plan  involved  refinements  to  the 
selected  Concept  F  responsive  to  the  evaluation  process,  as  well  as 
recommendations  of  reviewing  state  departments,  members  of  the  State 
Planning  Coordinating  Committee  and  citizen  groups  of  various  counties 
of  the  state. 

The  Multi-Service  Center  Plan  provides  for  a  system  of  four  varied  level 

centers,  coincident  to  four  levels  of  population  to  be  served,  with  common 

locations  for  the  delivery  of  direct  contact  local,  state  and  federal 

program  services.  Certain  administrative  functions  of  state  government 

that  require  regional  office  locations  could,  where  appropriate,  be  located 

in  Multi-Service  Center  facilities.  Non-profit  and  private  enterprise 
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activities  that  provide  a  related  or  supplemental  service  to  the  government 
service  functions  of  MSCs  are  considered  to  be  desirable  center  inclusions. 
Since  the  need  for  governmental  and  related  non-governmental  services  will 
vary  throughout  the  state,  not  all  of  the  potential  MSC  activities  described 
will  necessarily  be  in  every  Multi-Service  Center. 

While  the  MSCs  will  constitute  the  central  core  of  the  state's  governmental 
service  delivery  system  and  house  a  large  component  of  state  government 
activities,  certain  functions  and  locations  may  operate  apart  from  Multi- 
Service Centers.  Those  activities  outside  the  MSC  system  would  most  likely 
consist  of  the  state  office  complexes  in  Baltimore  and  Annapolis,  regional 
repair  and  maintenance  facilities,  agency  administrative  activities  and 
other  state  functions  not  requiring  direct  public  contact  for  the  delivery 
of  service. 

The  Multi-Service  Center  Plan  establishes  44  consolidated  service  facilities 
of  varying  operational  levels  within  34  delineated  service  areas  of  the 
state.  The  consolidation  of  preceding  studies  has  resulted  in  optimally 
placed  service  facilities  in  closest  proximity  to  greater  percentages  of 
people.  Redelineation  of  certain  service  areas  and  redefinition  of  MSC 
operational  levels  has  made  this  possible. 

In  terms  of  accessibility  to  MSC  facilities,  the  plan  provides  proximity 
within  a  20-minute  driving  time  for  approximately  93.4  percent  of  the 
state's  population.  The  majority  of  the  state's  population,  some 
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57.8  percent,  would  be  served  from  MSC  Level  3  facilities.  MSC  Level  2 
facilities  are  primarily  located  in  lower  density  suburban  areas  and 
would  provide  convenient  service  locations  for  some  24.6  percent  of  the 
state's  population.  The  rural  density  and  more  geographically  remote 
areas  represent  approximately  3  percent  of  the  state's  population  and 
would  be  served  primarily  from  Level  1  MSCs,  which  are  service  delivery 
extensions  of  other  level  multi -service  centers. 

Flexibility,  a  major  achievement  of  the  plan,  permits  response  to  the 
recognition  that,  through  time,  local  circumstances  and  local  needs 
might  require  that  services  be  provided  locally  by  personnel  assigned 
from  an  MSC.  This  is  optimum  from  a  service  delivery  viewpoint. 

Specific  functions  of  eight  executive  departments  and  five  independent 
agencies  are  recommended  to  be  included  within  the  Multi-Service  Center 
system.  Programs  recommended  for  co-location  include  those  solely 
directed  toward  meeting  critical  human  needs,  as  well  as  those  involving 
the  more  general,  less  crisis-oriented  service  needs  of  the  general 
population.  In  the  case  of  direct  contact  related  health  and  social 
service  programs  a  shared  responsibility  exists  between  state  and  local 
governments  for  financing,  operations  and  delivery.  Therefore  several 
program  services,  though  implemented  through  agencies  of  local  governments, 
are  recommended  as  core  activities  of  MSC  facilities. 
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PHASE    800 
PROGRESS    REPORT 


THE  PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  Phase  800  of  the  MSC  study  has  been  to  plan  the  direct 
contact  service  delivery  system  considered  most  beneficial  to  the  state 
and  its  residents,  and  feasible  for  explicit  programming  and  design  in 
subsequent  study  phases.  For  verification,  the  selected  service  delivery 
system  has  been  re-examined  to  correct  deficiencies  evidenced  in  the  prior 
evaluation  processes  and  to  incorporate  comments  received  from  members 
of  the  State  Planning  Coordinating  Committee,  citizen  advisory  groups  and 
state  agencies  and  officials.  The  MSC  Plan  sets  forth  facility  locations, 
service  areas  and  operational  levels.  To  keep  the  Plan  current  and 
reflective  of  changing  conditions,  as  well  as  phased  implementation,  a 
plan  updating  procedure  will  be  defined  in  the  next  phase  of  the  study. 

The  state-wide  scale  of  the  Multi -Service  Center  Plan  has  involved  a 
comprehensive,  but  necessarily  general,  planning  process.  The  Plan  is 
envisioned  as  a  guide  for  state  officials  in  making  general  decisions  in 
respect  to  the  provision  of  state  service  facilities,  further  detailing 
of  facility  locations  and  operations,  agency  programs  to  be  included  in 
MSC  s  and  specific  sites.  The  Plan  presents  a  systematic  approach  for 
meeting  all  direct  service  needs  of  state  residents,  identifies  optimal 
facility  operational  levels  and  recommends  general  locations  for 
consolidated  service  facilities  and  their  corresponding  areas  of  service. 
Facility  programming,  prototype  design,  and  development  of  an  implementation 
process  for  the  recommended  service  delivery  system  will  be  undertaken  in 
subsequent  study  phases. 


CONCEPT    SELECTION 

Selection  of  a  recommended  service  delivery  system  concept  has  evolved 
over  three  separate  study  phases.  Successive  evaluations  were  carried 
out  in  Phases  500,  600  and  700  to  establish  order  of  merit  rankings  as 
to  the  relative  physical  and  fiscal  feasibility  and  achievements  among 
several  concept  options.  The  summary  of  analyses  leading  to  the  selection 
of  the  recommended  system  concept  follows. 

Service  and  Operational  Considerations 

The  objective  of  this  evaluation  was  to  identify  and  assess  the  major 
service  and  operational  advantages  of  each  alternative  delivery  system 
concept  and  to  discern  the  concept  most  suitable  for  providing  convenient, 
responsive  and  satisfactory  service  to  state  residents. 

To  accomplish  this  purpose,  evaluation  criteria  were  developed  for 
comparing  system  concepts  in  terms  of  accessibility,  compatibility, 
efficiency,  convenience  and  flexibility,  and  for  removing  less  desirable 
concepts  from  further  consideration.  The  criteria  were  divided  into 
several  broad  areas  of  investigation  with  specific  evaluation  factors 
defined  under  each  criterion  category. 

Each  concept's  essential  advantages  and  disadvantages  were  evaluated 
under  the  same  criteria.  A  rating  system  was  utilized  to 


determine  the  degree  to  which  the  various  system  concepts  conformed  to 
the  evaluation  criteria.  Quantitative  values  were  further  assigned  to 
each  of  the  evaluation  factors  to  provide  a  method  for  ranking  concepts 
in  order  of  merit. 

Application  of  this  procedure  resulted  in  the  following  concept  rankings: 

Concept  Ranking  Value  Accumulation 

1.  Concept  F  -  Service  Equality  62 

2.  Concept  E  -  Population  Thresholds  51 

3.  Concept  D  -  Population  48 

4.  Concept  B  -  By  County  Seats  44 

5.  Concept  C  -  By  Region  38 

6.  Concept  A  -  Existing  System  13 

Economic  Considerations 

Phase  600  provided  an  assessment  of  economic  differences  between  Concept 
A  -  the  present  service  delivery  system  and  Concept  F  -  the  multi-level, 
Multi -Service  Center  system.  Comparisons  were  made  in  terms  of  gross 
system  costs  and  benefits  associated  with  the  system  concepts. 

Combined  total  state  and  user  oosts   for  Concept  A  and  Concept  F  are  as 
follows:  (Total  state  costs  consist  of  both  facility  and  operational 
costs.) 

Concept  1970  2000 

A  $244,471,000*  $626,256,000 

F  $190,261,000  $417,351,000 

*  Actual  costs. 


Total  costs  applicable  to  Concept  F  are  22  percent  less  than  those 
experienced  under  the  existing  system  in  1970*  and  33  percent  less  by 
the  year  2000.  Projected  savings  of  Concept  F  over  the  existing  system 
amounts  to  $54  million  annually  in  1970  and  $209  million  annually  in 
2000. 

Reduced  State  Costs 


The  savings  identified  in  Concept  F  result  primarily  from  reduced 

numbers  of  new  state  employees  required  to  support,  manage  and  deliver 

services.  Co-locating  state  agencies,  integration  of  service  programs 

and  a  modified  administrative  approach  to  service  delivery  provides  the 

opportunity  to  more  efficiently  utilize  state  personnel.  Under  the 

existing  system,  service  delivery  is  performed  from  an  estimated  448 

locations  scattered  throughout  the  state,  as  compared  to  a  total  of  34 

delivery  locations  under  Concept  F  providing  services  required  to  meet 

the  year  2000  population  needs.  Implicit  in  this  centralized  approach 

to  the  delivery  of  state  services  is  a  reduced  requirement  of  both  new 

support  and  new  delivery  personnel  to  perform  necessary  informational , 

administrative,  general  clerical,  intake,  outreach  and  provision  of 

needed  services.  New  personnel  cost  saving  opportunities  are  enhanced 

as  a  result  of: 

-  More  effective  deployment  and  management  of  staff  at  fewer  service 
delivery  locations  (44  vs.  448).  The  varied  locations  from  which 
services  are  presently  rendered  often  require  duplication  of  agency 


*Concept  F  was  costed-out  in  1970  terms  as  a  basis  for  comparison  with 
experienced  costs  for  Concept  A  at  that  point  in  time. 
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functions,  particularly  those  of  an  administrative  and  support  nature, 
which  could  be  eliminated  at  central  locations.  This  would  result  in 
the  most  efficient  use  of  a  lesser  number  of  staff. 

Utilization  of  automated  information  and  data  banking  for  eligibility 
determination  procedures  associated  with  service  programs. 

Separation  of  administrative  and  service  delivery  activities,  allowing 
increased  caseload  and  improved  service  work  delivery  standards.  Central 
facilities  can  be  expected  to  provide  for  greater  specialization  of 
activities  with  efficiencies  to  be  gained  in  administrative  and  delivery 
staff  productivity. 

Centralization  of  program  intake  procedures  providing  staff  generalists 
for  application  review  and  eligibility  processing  in  respect  to  the  full 
range  of  public  assistance  programs.  These  functions  are  currently 
duplicated  among  the  several  social  and  health  service  agencies. 


The  magnitude  of  savings  is  evident  from  an  assignment  of  personnel 
necessary  to  the  functioning  of  the  various  MSC  operational  levels 
associated  with  Concept  F,  and  then  comparing  that  total  staff  requirement 
against  the  personnel  estimate  for  operation  and  delivery  of  equivalent 
services  under  the  existing  system  at  the  same  point  in  time.  Reduced 
numbers  of  additional  state  employees  associated  with  the  MSC  delivery 
system  are  responsible  for  an  approximate  33  percent  savings  in  costs. 
An  estimated  $168  million  will  be  saved  under  Concept  F  (2000)  by 
employing  fewer  new  employees  than  projected  for  Concept  A  (2000).  This 
represents  80  percent  of  the  total  year  2000  savings  expected  under 
Concept  F.  Personnel  costs  account  for  over  94  percent  of  total  state 
cost  in  both  concepts. 

An  additional  annual  savings  of  $3  million  in  facilities  is  realized 
with  Concept  F  due  to  reduced  office  space  requirements.  Less  space  is 
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required  because  of  the  reduced  requirements  and  increased  ability  of 
agencies  to  share  space  for  common  functions  previously  duplicated  at 
some  448  scattered  locations.  It  is  estimated  that  some  2.2  million 
square  feet  of  office  space  would  be  required  to  house  state  service 
delivery  employees  under  the  existing  system  in  the  year  2000,  as 
compared  to  an  approximate  1.7  million  square  feet  of  office  space  that 
would  be  needed  to  accommodate  state  employees  with  Concept  F. 

Savings  in  total  equipment  cost  of  $3.3  million  are  also  evident  in 
Concept  F  in  the  year  2000  resulting  from  centralized  utilization  by 
the  MSC  occupants.  Even  though  there  are  increases  in  equipment 
investment  costs  due  to  special  mobile  service  facilities  proposed, 
these  are  offset  by  savings  in  telecommunications  and  automotive 
equipment  expenditures. 

Reduced  User  Costs 

Under  Concept  F  (2000),  users  of  state  services  will  spend  almost  $35 
million  less  each  year  than  under  Concept  A  (2000).  This  represents 
17  percent  of  the  total  system  savings  expected  under  Concept  F  (2000). 

In  comparing  user  cost  savings  for  the  two  service  delivery  systems  it 
was  assumed,  for  analytical  purposes,  that  all  services  under  the  existing 
system  were  made  available  to  service  areas  residents  at  county  seats. 
Although,  in  no  Maryland  County  are  all  services  available  at  any  single 
location,  this  assumption  is  justified  by  the  general  clustering  of 


existing  service  facilities  near  most  county  seats  and  that  future 
development  of  state  facilities  under  Concept  A  would  most  likely  be 
further  concentrated  at  county  seats.  Use  of  this  assumption  in 
developing  cost  comparisons  results  in  a  conservative  estimate  of 
user  cost  savings  since  it  understates  the  distance  a  user  must  travel 
to  obtain  a  full  range  of  services  under  the  existing  system  (Concept  A). 

Reduced  transportation  costs  due  to  more  accessible  service  centers  and 
a  reduction  in  the  total  number  of  trips  to  service  centers,  result  in 
the  greatest  user  savings  ($22  million  per  year)  and  account  for  about 
40  percent  of  Concept  F  (2000)  user  costs.  Co-locating  service  activities 
allows  the  opportunity  to  satisfy  several  service  needs  with  one  service 
center  visit,  resulting  in  an  overall  reduction  in  the  number  of  service 
trips  required  under  Concept  F. 

Savings  in  the  number  of  user  communication  contacts  required  with 
Concept  F  were  about  $12  million  annually,  accounting  for  six  percent 
of  total  system  savings.  One  call  to  a  multi-service  center  will 
achieve  communication  contact  with  all  direct  contact  service  programs 
as  contrasted  to  numerous  calls  to  various  program  offices  in  various 
locations  throughout  the  state.  Additionally,  it  is  anticipated  that 
each  MSC  within  a  service  area  will  be  a  local  call  rather  than  long 
distance  charges  presently  incurred  by  users. 

Savings  in  time  spent  at  service  centers  accounted  for  over  $1  million  in 
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annual  user  savings,  less  than  one  percent  of  total  system  savings. 
User  time  at  the  service  center  includes  time  spent  for  automobile 
parking,  interviews,  processing  and  receipt  of  service  for  each  trip 
made  by  a  user  to  a  state  MSC.  For  Concept  F,  this  time  was  estimated 
at  1/2  hour,  based  on  interviews  with  case  workers  at  the  Department  of 
Employment  and  Social  Services  and  an  assumption  that  a  service  need  is 
fulfilled  for  every  trip  made  by  a  user. 

A  summary  comparison  of  major  state  and  user  costs  associated  with  each 
of  the  Concepts  evaluated  follows  on  Table  1. 


TABLE  1 

Summary 

Comparative  Concept  Cost 
(in  thousands  of  1974  dollars) 

State  Cost  (Concept  A)  State  Cost  (Concept  F) 


Cost  Item 

1970 

2000 

1970 

2000 

Facilities  (investment) 

72.0 

289.0 

907.0 

4,300.0 

Facilities  (recurring) 

5,106.0 

14,098.0 

3,131.0 

7,146.0 

Equipment  (investment) 

577.0 

1,478.0 

923.0 

2,061.0 

Equipment  (recurring) 

3,446.0 

10,834.0 

2,678.0 

6,920.0 

Personnel 

197,225.0 

503,674.0 

150,930.0 

335,896.0 

Total 


$206,426.0  $530,373.0  $158,569.0  $356,323.0 


Cost  Item 


User  Cost  (Concept  A)  User  Cost  (Concept  F) 
1970      2000       1970      2000 


Transportation 

Out-of-pocket 

Time 


3,387.0 
18,137.0 
16,300.0 


8,711.0 
45,877.0 
41,295.0 


2,880.0 
17,039.0 
11,773.0 


7,280.0 
24,171.0 
29,577.0 


Total 


$37,824.0   $95,883.0   $31,692.0   $61,028.0 


It  is  obvious  that  Concept  F  presents  significant  economies  over  Concept 
A,  which  benefit  both  the  State  of  Maryland  and  its  residents.  In  terms 
of  greatest  economic  benefit  and  least  cost,  the  concepts  are  ranked  in 
order  of  merit  as  follows: 

1.  Concept  F  -  Multi-level,  Multi-Service  Center  System 

2.  Concept  A  -  Existing  Service  Delivery  System 

Investment  Levels  and  Financial  Capacity 

To  determine  practical  means  of  meeting  costs  of  the  service  delivery 

systems,  an  analysis  of  their  comparative  financial  feasibility  for 

implementation  and  funding  was  undertaken.  Specifically,  the 

implementation  costs  of  constructing  and  operating  each  system  as  well 

as  the  state's  financial  ability  to  meet  required  investment  costs  were 

determined. 

Implementation  Costs 

Total  cost  of  implementing  Concept  A  and  Concept  F  was  estimated  over 
the  full  30-year  development  period.  It  is  assumed  for  Concept  A  that 
facility,  equipment  and  personnel  demands  would  occur  in  direct  proportion 
to  the  state  population  growth  and  system  implementation  would  take  place 
evenly  over  the  30-year  term.  Concept  F  -  the  multi-level,  Multi -Service 
Center  system  provided  for  a  significant  reduction  over  time  in  new 
personnel  and  space  necessary  to  serve  the  future  population.  Incremental 
implementation  periods  were  considered  for  this  concept.  Each  of  the  various 
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implementation  periods  considered  for  Concept  F  began  with  the  costs  for 
facilities,  equipment  and  personnel  associated  with  the  existing  system 
and  gradually  replaced  them  with  MSC  costs  and  quantities  over  the  30-year 
period.  The  various  implementation  options  examined  were  as  follows: 

Concept  A  -  Existing  System 

.  Implemented  on  an  equal  annual  basis  over  the 
30-year  period. 

Concept  F  -  Multi -Service  Center  System 

.     Equally  implemented  in  three  ten-year  time  periods 
(1970-1980;   1980-1990;   1990-2000). 

.  Moderately  accelerated  implementation  with  60%  of 
the  system  requirements  the  first  decade,  25%  the 
second  and  15%  the  third. 

.  Rapidly  accelerated  program  of  MSC  implementation 
with  85%  of  system  requirements  in  the  first  decade, 
10%  in  the  second  and  5%  in  the  third. 


Values  resulting  from  the  analysis  indicated  that  total  expenditures  for 
service  delivery  over  the  30-year  period  would  be  almost  $8.2  billion 
under  Concept  A.  A  total  of  $897  million  could  be  saved  if  Concept  F 
were  implemented  in  three  equivalent  ten-year  periods  and  an  additional 
$197  million  or  $1.1  billion  would  be  saved  by  implementing  Concept  F 
on  an  accelerated  basis  as  shown  on  the  following  table. 
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TABLE  2 

Total  1970-2000  Concept  Costs 

(1970  Constant  Dollars,  in  Millions) 


Implementation 
Rate  (Decades) 

Impl 

ementation 

Cost 

Service  System 

Operating 

Capital 

Total 

Concept  A 

equal  annually 

$8,172 

$  2 

$8,174 

Concept  F  (1) 

30/30/30 

7,129 

148 

7,277 

Concept  F  (2) 

60/25/15 

7,031 

148 

7,179 

Concept  F  (3) 

85/10/05 

6,932 

148 

7,080 

In  terms  of  least  total  costs,  implementation  of  Concept  F  should  proceed 
on  an  accelerated  basis.  The  schedule  for  accelerated  implementation, 
however,  is  less  definite  since  actual  implementation  may  be  constrained 
by  factors  other  than  economics,  and  percentage  benefits  to  be  gained 
through  acceleration  are  relatively  small.  The  85%  first  decade 
implementation  suggested  by  Concept  F  (3)  is  likely  to  be  the  maximum 
that  is  possible  from  a  practical  standpoint.  In  order  of  least 
implementation  period  costs  through  the  year  2000,  the  Concepts  may  be 
ranked  as  follows: 

1 .  Concept  F  (3) 

2.  Concept  F  (2) 

3.  Concept  F  (1) 

4.  Concept  A 

Financial  Feasibility 

The  costs  of  operating  the  present  service  delivery  system  are  estimated 
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at  $206  million  in  1970.  These  costs  amount  to  15  percent  of  the  Fiscal 
Year  1970  operating  budget  and  are  expected  to  grow,  in  proportion  to 
population,  to  an  estimated  $336  million  by  the  end  of  the  implementation 
period,  consuming,  again,  15  percent  of  the  state  budget  if  expenditures 
for  all  other  state  services  remain  constant  (per  capita),  based  on  1970 
(non-inflated)  dollars.  By  contrast,  operating  costs  under  the  MSC  concept 
will  grow  less  rapidly  to  only  $234  million  per  year  and  will  represent 
a  smaller  proportion  of  the  total  budget. 

If  the  MSC  system  were  to  be  financed  out  of  current  revenues,  a  maximum 
of  $9  million  per  year  would  be  added  to  the  state's  operating  budget 
(Concept  F3).  To  the  "typical"  state  taxpayer  ($10,000  taxable  income 
in  1970  and  4  exemptions),  this  means  an  increase  of  $5.85  to  his  annual 
tax  bill  of  $253.00  or  2.3%,  if  the  total  amount  was  financed  through 
the  income  tax,  and  all  existing  state  programs  were  maintained.  Under 
the  same  assumptions,  the  "typical"  taxpayer  would  see  his  income  tax 
bill  raised  by  $2.27  or  0.09%  during  the  peak  decade  if  the  slowest 
Concept  (Fl)  implementation  program  was  selected. 

Financing  the  MSC  system  through  bond  issues  requires  a  peak  year  debt 
service  payment  of  $8.9  million  (Concept  F3).  To  the  "typical"  homeowner 
in  Maryland  ($40,000  home  with  1970  state  property  taxes  of  $36  plus 
county  and  local  taxes  ranging  from  $400  to  $1,130,  depending  upon 
locale)  this  would  mean  an  increase  of  $9.35  or  a  substantial  26% 
assuming  the  entire  debt  service  payment  was  met  by  the  property  tax  and 
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all  existing  state  programs  were  maintained.  Under  the  same  assumptions, 
the  "typical"  homeowner  would  be  taxed  an  additional  $5.14  or  14%  to  meet 
the  peak  year  debt  service  payments  under  Concept  Fl . 

However,  implementation  of  the  Multi -Service  Center  system  implies 
significant  operational  cost  savings  over  the  planning  period.  The  most 
conservative  MSC  implementation  program  (Fl)  would  save  state  taxpayers 
over  $897  million  in  total  system  costs  over  30  years.  This  would  mean 
an  average  annual  individual  income  tax  saving  of  about  $19. 

Even  if  the  operational  cost  savings  are  committed  to  other  programs  and 
are  not  returned  to  the  taxpayer  in  the  form  of  tax  reduction,  the  MSC 
program  would  still  be  affordable.  The  maximum  required  debt  service 
payment  of  $8.9  million,  if  added  to  the  1970  level  state  budget,  would 
amount  to  an  additional  $2.26  expenditure  per  capita,  based  on  the  1970 
population.  With  the  addition  of  such  a  state  expenditure,  Maryland 
would  still  rank  below  national  norms  for  per  capita  state  expenditures 
($185.84,  Maryland,  vs.  $212.80,  U.S.  total)  and  for  expenditures  per 
$1,000  of  personnel  income  ($145.10,  Maryland  vs.  $155.79  U.S.  total). 

Findings  and  Recommendations 

Significant  potentials  have  been  evidenced  in  Concept  F  over  other  concepts 

evaluated  in  virtually  every   area  of  investigation.  The  major  advantages 

associated  with  Concept  F,  resulting  from  evaluations,  are  summarized  as 

follows: 
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•  Provides  for  satisfactory  response  to  all  levels  of  service 
needs  at  conveniently  accessible  single  locations. 

.  Functions  at  a  scale  that  offers  maximum  efficiency  of  operations. 

.  Achieves  state  defined  goals  and  objectives  of  a  service  delivery 
system. 

.  Can  provide  for  major  visual  and  service  identification  through 
consolidation  of  services  into  state  buildings. 

.  Capable  of  providing  central  outreach,  central  intake  and  support 
activities. 

.  Has  sufficient  flexibility  to  meet  changing  conditions. 

.  Significant  cost  savings  to  the  state  and  the  service  recipient. 

.  System  implementation  is  feasible  within  the  state's  financial 
funding  capacity. 


Based  on  the  evaluation  findings  and  system  ranking  established  in 
previous  study  phases,  Concept  F  is  judged  to  have  the  most  advantages 
and  efficiencies  of  all  concepts  evaluated  and  as  being  most  consistent 
with  Multi -Service  Center  goals  and  objectives.  The  concept  further  has 
the  ability  to  be  in  conformity  and  compatible  with  local  service  delivery 
plans  and  programs  as  well  as  local  comprehensive,  long  range,  plans  and 
programs.  Concept  F  is  therefore  judged  to  be  suitable  for  final  planning, 
system  programming  and  design. 
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MULTI  SERVICE   CENTER    PLAN 


MULTI -SERVICE  CENTER    PLAN 

This  section  of  the  Phase  800  report,  presents  the  Plan  for  the  State 
of  Maryland  Multi-Service  Center  system.  Prior  study  phases  have 
involved  the  conceptual  planning  required  in  development  of  alternative 
service  delivery  systems  and  the  analysis  as  to  the  relative  desirability 
and  feasibility  among  the  concepts  for  state-wide  application.  Elements 
of  the  Multi -Service  Center  Plan  have  been  reviewed  and  refined  in  respect 
to  the  evaluation  process  undertaken  in  Phases  500,  600  and  700,  as  well 
as  recommendations  of  reviewing  state  departments,  members  of  the  State 
Planning  Coordinating  Committee  and  citizen  advisory  groups  of  various 
counties  of  the  state.  In  addition,  the  Plan  is  being  correlated  to 
various  similar  efforts  of  certain  counties  and  Baltimore  City  for  the 
planning  and  establishment  of  Neighborhood  Service  Facilities. 

The  Multi-Service  Center  Plan  is  developed  at  a  state-wide  scale  and  is 
envisioned  as  a  general  guide  for  state  officials  in  making  decisions 
in  respect  to  the  location,  size  and  functions  of  multi-service  centers. 
While  the  Plan  reflects  a  comprehensive,  state-wide  approach  for  MSC 
implementation,  it  is  recognized  that  the  detailed  MSC  operations  and 
the  specific  sites  at  individual  locations  will  have  to  be  determined 
on  a  case-by-case  basis.  In  addition,  local  circumstances  involving 
construction,  leasing  and  gratis  office  space  arrangements  for  housing 
state  agencies  could  influence  the  time  frame  for  achievement  of  full 
MSC  system  operations. 
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Plan  Overview 

The  State  of  Maryland  Multi -Service  Center  Plan  provides  for  a  system 
of  multi-service  centers  with  common  locations  for  the  delivery  of  local, 
state  and  federal  program  services.  Each  MSC  is  designed  to  meet  the 
government  service  needs  of  the  population  within  a  prescribed  service 
area.  Service  areas  are  delineated  generally  in  respect  to  MSC  population 
support  requirements  and  accessibility  considerations. 

Though  Multi -Service  Centers  are  intended  to  be  as  comprehensive  as 
possible  in  the  consolidation  of  state  service  activities,  and  include 
services  applicable  to  the  general  population  as  well  as  the  more 
specialized  human  services,  there  is  a  recognition  that  not  all  state 
functions  are  essential  inclusions  for  optimum  multi-service  center 
operations.  The  most  primary  criterion  for  program  inclusion  is 
direct  personal  contact  between  the  agency  and  recipient   in  the  delivery 
of  the  service. 

A  full  range  of  state  direct  contact  programs  services  would  be  available 
in  or  from  every  Multi-Service  Center.  The  level  of  program  operation 
would  vary,  however,  based  on  the  level  of  activity  the  service  area 
population  could  sustain.  Four  operational  levels  of  MSCs  are  proposed 
to  respond  to  the  various  population  and  development  characteristics 
evident  throughout  the  state. 

Additional  state  functions  involving  general  administration,  research 


16 


and  other  support  activities  could  be  included  as  part  of  the  MSC 
operations,  but  are  not  considered  essential  program  components  and 
would  only  be  incorporated  in  selected  MSCs  to  provide  regional  support 
services.  Local  and  federal  direct  contact  programs  would  be  encouraged 
to  be  an  integral  part  of  MSCs  to  maximize  the  center's  effectiveness 
and  benefits  to  the  people. 

The  full  dimension  of  the  MSC  goes  beyond  the  government  service  center 
function  to  include  activities  of  non-profit  and  private  enterprise 
organizations.  Community  service  groups  whose  functions  are  designed 
to  aid  citizens  with  needs  not  addressed  by  the  public  service  sector, 
as  well  as  convenience  retail  and  other  commercial  activities  to  serve 
the  users  of  government  services  are  incorporated  within  the  MSC  context. 

A  basic  assumption  of  the  MSC  Plan  is  that  through  co-location  of 
service  delivery  agencies  and  programs,   the  needs  of  state  residents 
can  be  addressed  in  a  complete 3   convenient 3   efficient  and  satisfactory 
manner 3  reducing  duplication  of  agency  activities  3   improving  interagency 
coordination  and  communication,   and  providing  opportunities  for  a  more 
economical  operation  of  state  agency  functions.     Benefits  to  service 
recipients  accrue  in  terms  of  convenient  accessibility  to  a  full  range 
of  government  programs  from  which  their  total  needs  can  be  satisfied. 
Economic  viability  of  the  plan  relative  to  costs  and  benefits  and  financial 
feasibility 3   have  been  established. 


-  17 


THE  MULTI-SERVICE  CENTER  PLAN  RESPONDS  TO  DIFFERENCES  IN  POPULATION 
CHARACTERISTICS,   POPULATION  DENSITIES 3   ACCESSIBILITY  FACTORS,   SOCIO- 
ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS  OF  THE  POPULATION  AND  ITS  NEEDS.      IT  FURTHER 
RESPONDS  TO  POPULATION  THRESHOLDS  REQUIRED  FOR  A  FULL  MSC  FACILITY  AND 
PROVIDES  FACILITIES  APPLICABLE  TO  ABOVE  AND  BELOW  THRESHOLD  NEEDS.      IT 
REFLECTS  A  CAPABILITY  FOR  FLEXIBILITY  WHICH  IS  AN  INHERENT  REQUIREMENT 
FOR  HUMAN  SERVICES  PROGRAMMING  AND  INCORPORATES  A  SYSTEM  OF  DELINEATED 
SERVICE  AREAS  RESULTING  FROM  PRIOR  IN-DEPTH  STUDY  EVALUATIONS  OF  THE 
STATE. 

Multi-Service  Center  Locations 


The  Multi-Service  Center  Plan  establishes  44  consolidated  service 
facilities  of  varied  operational  levels  within  34  delineated  service 
areas  of  the  state.  Changes  from  the  concept  to  the  plan,  though  not 
extensive,  resulted  in  optimally  placed  service  facilities  conveniently 
accessible  to  greater  percentages  of  people.  Redelineation  of  certain 
service  areas  and  redefinition  of  MSC  operational  levels  has  made  this 
achievable.  The  MSC  Plan  is  shown  on  Figure  1 ,  and  a  tabulation  of  the 
major  plan  elements  is  contained  in  Table  3. 

The  georgraphical  distribution  of  MSC  facilities,  the  recommended 
operational  level  and  the  corresponding  service  area  delineations 
reflect  population  service  needs  and  growth  patterns  indicated  by 
Department  of  State  Planning  population  and  socio-economic  projections, 
development  plans  and  policies  of  local  jurisdictions,  existing  and 
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proposed  highway  network  and  accessibility  time/distance  measures. 

On  a  state-wide  basis,  the  future  population  pattern  generally  reflects 
growth  as  occurring  around  presently  established  cities  and  towns, 
with  the  county  seats  as  focal  points  of  local  development  activity. 
This  is  particularly  true  of  the  more  rural  counties.  A  noticeable 
shift  in  population  growth  away  from  the  county  seats  is  evident  in 
the  urban  and  urbanizing  counties  as  growth  pressures  are  leading  to 
more  dispersed  development  at  various  locations  in  these  areas.  Prince 
George's,  Anne  Arundel,  Montgomery  and  Howard  Counties  are  examples  of 
these  changing  development  patterns.  The  general  pattern  of  population 
distribution  and  relative  size  of  important  population  centers  estimated 
for  the  year  2000  is  shown  on  Figure  2. 
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TABLE  3 
MULTI -SERVICE  CENTER  PLAN  SUMMARY 


ERVICE 
AREA 

2000 
POPULATION 

MSC 

OPERATIONAL 

LEVEL 

MSC 
LOCATION 

COUNTY 
SEAT 

COUNTY 

1 

111,500 

2 

1 

Cumberland 
Oakland 

* 
* 

Allegany 
Garrett 

2 

143,000 

2 

Hagerstown 

* 

Washington 

3 

155,000 

2 

Frederick 

* 

Frederick 

4 

134,000 

2 

Westminster 

* 

Carroll 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

243,400 
105,500 
239,400 
96  ,400 
265,300 

3 
2 
3 
2 
3 

Catonsville 
Owings  Mill 
Towson 
Parkville 
Essex 

* 

Baltimore 
Baltimore 
Baltimore 
Baltimore 
Baltimore 

10 
11 

125,000 
110,000 

2 
2 

Bel  air 
Aberdeen 

• 

Harford 
Harford 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 

81 ,600 
215,000 
200,600 
210,900 
216,900 

2 
3 
3 
3 
3 

Germantown 
Rockville 
Bethesda 
Wheaton 
Silver  Spring 

* 

Montgomery 
Montgomery 
Montgomery 
Montgomery 
Montgomery 

17 
18 

100,000 
200,000 

2 
3 

Ellicott  City 
Columbia 

* 

Howard 
Howard 

19 
20 
21 

118,500 
269,000 
252,500 

2 
3 
3 

1 

Odenton 
Glen  Burnie 
Annapolis 

Churchton 

* 

Anne  Arundel 
Anne  Arundel 
Anne  Arundel 
Anne  Arundel 

22 
23 
24 
25 

26 

257,700 
218,700 
119,900 
241 ,700 

252,000 

3 
3 
2 
3 

1 
3 

Hyattsville 

Laurel 

Bowie 

Seat  Pleasant 

Upper  Marlboro 

Oxon  Hill 

* 

Prince  George's 
Prince  George's 
Prince  George's 
Prince  George's 
Prince  George's 
Prince  George's 

27 

135,000 

2 

LaPlata 

* 

Charles 

28 

103,000 

2 
1 

Leonardtown 
Prince  Frederick 

* 
* 

St.  Mary's 
Calvert 

29 

90,000 

2 

1 

Elkton 
Chestertown 

* 

Cecil 
Kent 

21 


TABLE  3  (continued) 


MSC 

SERVICE 

2000 

OPERATIONAL 

MSC 

COUNTY 

AREA 

POPULATION 

LEVEL 

LOCATION 

SEAT 

COUNTY 

30 

109,000 

2 

Easton 

* 

Talbot 

1 

Cambridge 

* 

Dorchester 

1 

Centreville 

* 

Queen  Anne's 

1 

Denton 

* 

Caroline 

31 

129,000 

2 

Salisbury 

* 

Wicomico 

1 

Princess  Anne 

* 

Somerset 

1 

Snow  Hill 

* 

Worcester 

32 

200,000 

3 

Baltimore  Ci 

ity 

_ 

_ 

33 

500,000 

4 

Baltimore  Ci 

ity 

- 

- 

34 

200,000 

3 

Baltimore  Ci 

ity 

- 

- 

Totals 

Year  2000  State  Population 

Multi -Service  Centers 

(Level  1  MSCs) 

(Level  2  MSCs) 

(Level  3  MSCs) 

(Level  4  MSCs) 

Service  Areas 

County  Seat  MSC  Locations 


6,149,500 
44 

(16) 

(  1) 
34 
23 
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Multi-Service  Center  Operational  Levels 

The  MSC  levels  contained  in  the  Plan  are  in  recognition  that  the  needs 
for  governmental  services  in  the  urban,  suburban  and  rural  portions  of 
the  state  can  most  appropriately  be  addressed  with  service  facilities  of 
varying  physical  sizes  and  levels  of  program  operation.  A  strict  application 
of  any  single  level  service  facility  would  be  an  inappropriate  and  inadequate 
response  to  the  distribution  and  range  of  population  densities  and  socio- 
economic characteristics  found  to  exist  throughout  the  state. 

The  hierarchy  of  Multi -Service  Centers  extends  from  an  MSC  Level  1  to  an 
MSC  Level  4,  and  requires  a  corollary  increase  of  support  population  to 
sustain  applicable  program  and  component  operations.  Based  on  existing 
caseload  and  staffing  experiences,  as  reported  by  state  agencies,  a 
population  of  approximately  100,000  persons  is  estimated  to  be  required 
to  support  a  full  range  of  direct  contact  MSC  programs.*  This  threshold 
population  level  of  operation  is  reflected  by  the  MSC  Level  2.  The 
increased  size  and  operational  scale  of  the  MSC  Level  3  and  4  reflects 
a  larger  service  population  which  is  consistent  with  the  service  demands 
of  urbanized  areas  of  the  state.  There  are  no  efficiencies  or  economies 
of  scale,  however,  to  be  derived  from  the  MSC  operation  as  the  facility 
and  program  size  increases  beyond  the  Level  2  center.  The  purpose  and 
general  function  of  the  various  MSC  operational  levels  follows: 


*MSC  component  programs  and  activities  are  detailed  in  the  Program  and 
Service  Availability  section  of  this  report. 
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Level  1  (Below  Threshold)  -  This  is  a  totally  flexible  facility  designed 
to  be  specifically  responsive  to  localized  conditions.  It  functions  in 
conjunction  with  other  level  MSC  facilities  to  reduce  travel  distances 
and  aid  in  providing  more  convenient  service  delivery  in  low  density, 
less  populated  portions  of  service  areas.  A  Level  1  MSC  can  range  in 
size  from  a  very   small  outpost  or  ombudsman  station,  with  a  sophisticated 
communication  link  to  another  MSC,  to  larger  field  offices  with  permanent 
and  part-time  staff. 

The  specific  size  of  any  Level  1  MSC  facility  will  reflect  the  inclusion 
of  programs  that  are  required  to  meet  those  needs  that  are  particularly 
local  in  nature.  Such  needs  will  most  often  pertain  to  public  assistance 
and  personal  health  programs  provided  through  local  social  service  and 
health  agencies,  plus  the  District  Court  and  related  functions  of  parole 
and  probation,  juvenile  services  and  public  defender. 

The  essence  of  Level  1  facilities  is  the  flexibility  offered  for  meeting 
particular  program  requirements  of  remote  communities  and  people.  In 
cases  where  needed  services  may  not  be  directly  available  on-site, 
arrangements  to  facilitate  the  provision  of  service  can  be  programmed 
through  the  scheduling  of  appointments  and/or  arranging  of  transportation 
or  use  of  mobile  contact  units  to  expand  service  to  the  most  distant  and 
rural  sectors  of  service  areas. 

Deployment  of  mobile  contact  units,  in  addition  to  the  Level  1  MSCs, 
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was  indicated  in  the  Phase  600  economic  analysis  as  resulting  in  state 
costs  of  $4.90  for  every  $1.00  of  user  benefit.  From  a  purely  economic 
standpoint,  inclusion  of  mobile  facilities  is  not  justified.  Social 
considerations  probably  should  prevail,  however,  in  justifying  the 
provision  of  these  facilities,  since  they  offer  the  most  ideal  means 
for  some  people  (the  remote,  the  handicapped  or  the  impoverished,  for 
example)  to  avail  themselves  of  state  services. 

The  Level  I  center  can  meet  the  full  service  range  of  citizen  needs  by 
either  bringing  the  service  to  the  people  or  the  people  to  the  service. 

Level  1  MSCs  are  currently  applicable  to  projected  conditions  of  ten 
general  locations  which  might  increase  or  decrease  based  on  actual  forces 
of  change.  Each  would  serve  local  populations  not  exceeding  50,000 
persons  by  the  year  2000,  and  have  operations  that  are  coordinated  with 
a  larger  scale  MSC  within  the  same  service  area.  The  larger  MSC  would 
be  the  central  office  location  for  staff  assigned  on  a  part-time  basis 
to  a  Level  1  facility.  It  would  also  be  the  back-up  location  for  any 
service  not  available  on  site  at  the  Level  1  MSC. 

Level  2  (Threshold)  -  The  Level  2  MSC  center  represents  the  threshold 
level  or  minimum  effective  operations  size  for  a  facility  to  sustain 
the  83  state  direct  contact  programs  and  services  recommended  for  MSC 
inclusion.  A  service  area  population  of  approximately  100,000  persons 
is  required  to  sustain  MSC  Level  2  activities. 
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Level  2  centers  are  at  a  suitable  scale,  and  serve  a  population  of 
sufficiently  large  size  to  effectively  incorporate  all  state  and  local 
government  program  activities  identified  as  desirable  inclusions  of  the 
Multi-Service  Center  system.  In  addition  to  the  local  and  state  programs 
services,  Level  2  centers  could  provide  locations  for  federal  regional 
service  activities,  as  well  as  regional  activities  required  to  support 
state  government  operations.  This  would  most  likely  occur  only  in 
limited  instances,  where  desired  decentralized  federal  and  state 
regional  service  support  functions  are  consistent  with  MSC  Level  2 
locations. 

Seventeen  Level  2  MSCs  are  proposed  state-wide.  Locations  range  from 
the  rapidly  developing  areas  adjacent  to  the  highly  urbanized  Baltimore- 
Washington  Corridor  to  the  older  communities  in  the  less  populated 
regions  of  the  state.  The  Level  2  facility  locations  have  1n  common 
a  service  area  size  of  100,000  persons  and  a  capability  of  providing 
a  full  range  of  program  services  as  well  as  support  to  a  Level  1  MSC  within 
the  same  service  area. 

Level  3  (Suburban)  -  MSC  Level  3  facilities  are  more  than  double  the 
threshold  facility  scale,  and  require  a  service  area  population  of 
approximately  250,000  persons  for  program  support.  The  government 
service  center  functions  of  Multi -Service  Centers  are  expanded  with 
Level  3  centers.  The  full  range  of  governmental,  non-profit  and  private 
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enterprise  activities  included  within  the  broadest  intent  of  the 
Multi-Service  Center  System  could  effectively  function  in  Level  3 
centers  as  could  regional  activities  to  support  state  government 
activities. 

Level  3  MSCs  are  best  suited  to  the  high  density  suburban  areas  as 
found  immediately  adjacent  to  Washington,  D.  C.  and  Baltimore  City 
Sixteen  Level  3  centers  are  proposed  to  serve  these  suburban  areas  and 
to  provide  support  to  Level  1  MSCs  within  the  same  service  area. 

Level  4  (Urban)  -  The  largest  physical  and  program  scale  proposed  for 
a  MSC  is  the  Level  4  facility.  It  is  only  feasible  in  major  cities 
with  service  area  populations  of  500,000  persons  and  at  urban  densities 
that  allow  reasonable  and  convenient  access  for  those  served.  The 
single  Level  4  facility  of  the  MSC  Plan  is  proposed  for  Baltimore  City 
and  would  contain,  as  described  for  the  Levels  2  and  3  MSCs,  a  full 
range  of  government,  non-profit  and  private  enterprise  services.  A 
major  portion  of  the  City's  population  would  be  effectively  serviced 
with  a  center  of  this  scale. 

As  previously  mentioned  there  are  no  overall  additional  economies  of 
scale  to  be  realized  from  the  Level  4  MSC,  above  those  offered  with  the 
Level  2  or  3  MSC.  The  primary  basis  for  the  Level  4  MSC  recommendation 
in  Baltimore  City  is  due  to  its  relatively  small  site  reauirement  (to 
be  detailed  in  Phase  1000).  A  possible  alternative  to  the  single  Level 
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4  MSC  planned  for  Baltimore  City,  assuming  adequate  land  availability, 
would  be  one  central   facility  from  which  all  city-wide  services  can  be 
obtained,  and  a  sub-system  of  smaller  MSCs  of  the  Level  2  or  3  scale, 
extending  the  more  localized  program  services  to  specific  locations  of 
need  in  the  city.     The  Neighborhood  Service  Center  Plan  prepared  by 
the  Baltimore  City  Planning  Department  could  serve  as  the  framework 
for  providing  a  link  with  the  state-wide  MSC  Plan  in  terms  of  defining 
such  an  alternative  approach  for  meeting  the  city's  governmental   service 
requirements. 

Table  4  identifies  the  proposed  MSC  requirements  of  the  state  for  each 
of  the  four  MSC  operational   levels. 
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TABLE  4 
MULTI -SERVICE  CENTER  PLAN 
OPERATIONAL  LEVELS  BY  COUNTY 


County 

Allegany 

Anne  Arundel 

Baltimore  City 

Baltimore  County 

Calvert 

Caroline 

Carroll 

Cecil 

Charles 

Dorchester 

Frederick 

Garrett 

Harford 

Howard 

Kent 

Montgomery 

Prince  George's 

Queen  Anne's 

St.  Mary's 

Somerset 

Talbot 

Washington 

Wi  comi  co 

Worcester 


Level  1 
Year  2000   Below     Level  2   Level  3   Level  4 
Population   Threshold  Threshold  Suburban  Urban 


87,000 

640,000 

1 

900 ,000 

- 

950 ,000 

- 

38 ,000 

1 

21 ,000 

1 

134,000 

- 

70,000 

- 

135,000 

- 

32 ,000 

1 

155,000 

- 

25,000 

1 

235 ,000 

- 

300,000 

- 

20,000 

1 

925,000 

- 

1,090,000 

1 

24,000 

1 

65,000 

- 

21,000 

1 

32,000 

- 

143,000 

- 

73,000 

- 

35,000 

J_ 

2 

1 

1 

1 


2 
2 
3 


4 
4 


Totals 


6,150,000 


10 


17 


16 
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Multi -Service  Center  Accessibility 

To  insure  that  all  MSCs  are  optimally  located  in  respect  to  a  majority 
of  the  population  in  each  service  area,  evaluations  were  made  to 
determine  the  degree  of  accessibility  provided  at  each  proposed  location. 
The  existing  and  proposed  highway  network  as  the  basic  means  of  MSC 
accessibility  is  shown  on  Figure  3. 

The  accessibility  measures  utilized  for  this  analysis  reflect  the  number 
and  percent  of  total  service  area  population  within  a  20-minute  time/ 
distance  radius  of  each  MSC.  Distinctions  were  made  to  reflect  varying 
travel  conditions  throughout  the  state.  Accessibility  determinations 
were  based  on  an  average  rate  of  vehicular  speed  of  20  miles  per  hour 
or  6.6  mile  radius  in  urban  locations,  25  miles  per  hour  or  10  mile 
radius  in  suburban  locations  and  45  miles  per  hour  or  15  mile  radius 
in  rural  locations. 

The  MSC  Plan  provides  proximity  within  a  20  minute  driving  time/distance 
to  a  full  range  of  government  services  for  approximately  93.4  percent  of 
the  state's  population.  The  majority  of  the  state's  population,  some 
57.8  percent,  would  be  serviced  by  MSC  Level  3  facilities.  Level  3 
MSCs  function  at  a  scale  of  operation  most  consistent  with  the  population 
densities  of  the  highly  urbanized  Baltimore-Washington  Corridor.  The 
MSC  Level  2  facilities  are  primarily  located  in  the  lower  density 
suburban  areas  and  would  serve  some  24.6  percent  of  the  state's 
population.  MSC  Level  l's  are  limited  to  rural  locations  and  to  the 
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more  remote  areas  and  would  provide  service  for  less  than  3  percent  of 
the  state's  population.  In  each  service  area,  the  MSC  is  appropriately 
located  to  serve  the  largest  number  of  people  within  the  20-minute 
accessibility  standard.  Accessibility  tabulations  are  contained  in 
Table  5. 

While  404,000  or  6.6  of  the  state's  population  are  beyond  the  20-minute 
accessibility  standard  utilized  in  establishing  MSC  facility  locations, 
the  time/distance  involved  in  reaching  an  MSC  for  the  population  beyond 
the  standard  increases  by  a  relatively  insignificant  factor.  A  30-minute 
accessibility  radius  applied  to  the  MSC  locations  encompasses  some  99 
percent  of  the  state's  population. 

In  areas  of  the  state  that  are  either  geographically  remote  from  proposed 
MSC  locations  or  have  insufficient  population  to  support  an  MSC  facility, 
accessibility  to  state  services  can  be  achieved  by  means  other  than  visits 
to  the  MSC.  For  example,  mobile  facilities  that  operate  directly  out  of 
the  nearest  MSC  can  provide  government  service  directly  to  a  community 
with  unique  locational  or  service  demand  situations.  Such  service  could 
incorporate  the  full  range  of  state  government  service  and  be  provided 
on  a  scheduled  basis. 

Additional  opportunities  for  increasing  accessibility  to  needed  service 
for  clients  in  remote  areas  is  to  utilize  the  existing  fleet  of  some 
2400  state  owned  vehicles  as  a  method  of  transportation.  The  huge  fleet 
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of  school  busses  could  also  be  used  on  off-peak  or  non-school  use 
periods.  (This  however,  would  require  legislative  action.)  Specific 
services  could  be  made  available  from  an  MSC  directly  to  persons  in 
need,  or  the  client  could  be  transported  to  the  MSC  location. 

Airport  Proximity 

As  a  coordinated  system  of  dispersed  state  service  facilities  and  staff, 
Multi -Service  Centers  provide  optimum  conditions  for  responses  to  such 
major  emergency  situations  as  caused  by  natural  disasters.  The  locations 
of  MSCs  provide  close  accessibility  to  airports  within  the  service  areas 
in  the  event  that  such  state-wide  emergencies  necessitate  air  transport 
of  supplies  or  personnel.  The  need  for  linking  airport  facilities  with 
coordinated  support  from  surrounding  communities  has  been  expressed  by 
the  National  Health  Resource  Advisory  Committee  as  a  means  of  improving 
medical  preparedness  in  major  emergency  situations.*  Mobilization  of 
an  MSCs  service  capabilities,  staff  and  equipment  could  effectively  aid 
disaster  situations  within  every  service  area  of  the  state. 

Airports  throughout  the  state  are  identified  in  Table  6  in  respect  to 
MSC  service  areas. 


*Airport/Community  Emergency  Medical  Preparedness,  National  Health 
Resources  Advisory  Committee,  General  Services  Administration, 
Washington,  D.C. 
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TABLE  5 
ACCESSIBILITY 
MULTI -SERVICE  CENTER  PLAN 


Service  Area 

Year  2000 
Population 

Facility 
Location 

MSC 
Level 

Population 
Within 
20  Minutes 

Percent  of 
Service  Area 
Population 

1 

111,500 

Cumberland 
Oakland 

2 

1 

64,400 
14,900 

57.8 
13.4 

2 

143,000 

Hagerstown 

2 

126,400 

88.4 

3 

155,000 

Frederick 

2 

104,600 

67.5 

4 

134,000 

Westminster 

2 

86 ,800 

64.8 

5 

243,400 

Catonsville 

3 

243,400 

100.0 

6 

105,500 

Owings  Mill 

2 

105,500 

100.0 

7 

239,400 

Towson 

3 

219,900 

91.9 

8 

96,400 

Parkville 

2 

96 ,400 

100.0 

9 

265,300 

Essex 

3 

265  ,300 

100.0 

10 

125,000 

Bel  Air 

2 

114,500 

91.6 

11 

110,000 

Aberdeen 

2 

110,000 

100.0 

12 

81 ,600 

German town 

2 

69,400 

85.0 

13 

215,000 

Rockville 

3 

215,000 

100.0 

14 

200,600 

Bethesda 

3 

200,600 

100.0 

15 

210,900 

Wheaton 

3 

199,500 

94.6 

16 

216,900 

Silver  Spring 

3 

216,900 

100.0 

17 

100,000 

Ellicott  City 

2 

70,500 

70.5 

18 

200,000 

Columbia 

3 

200,000 

100.0 

19 

118,500 

Odenton 

2 

118,500 

100.0 
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TABLE  5  (cont'd) 

ACCESSIBILITY 

MULTI -SERVICE  CENTER  PLAN 

Service 

Area 

Year  2000 
Population 

Facility 
Location 

MSC 
Level 

Population 
Within 
20  Minutes 

Percent  of 
Service  Area 
Population 

20 

269 ,000 

Glen  Burnie 

3 

242,500 

90.1 

21 

252,500 

Annapolis 
Churchton 

3 

1 

203,100 
49,400 

80.4 
19.6 

22 

257,700 

Hyattsville 

3 

257,700 

100.0 

23 

218,700 

Laurel 

3 

218,700 

100.0 

24 

119,900 

Bowie 

2 

119,900 

100.0 

25 

241 ,700 

Seat  Pleasant 
Upper  Marlboro 

3 
1 

231  ,400 
5,900 

95.7 
2.5 

26 

252,000 

Oxon  Hill 

3 

238,200 

94.5 

27 

135,000 

La  Plata 

2 

119,100 

88.2 

28 

103,000 

Leonardtown      2 
Prince  Frederick  1 

61 ,900 
20,900 

60.1 
20.3 

29 

90,000 

Elkton 
Chestertown 

2 
1 

40,700 
16,300 

45.2 
18.1 

30 

109,000 

Easton 
Cambridge 
Centreville 
Denton 

2 
1 
1 
1 

35,900 
25,400 
10,700 
12,700 

32.9 

23.3 

9.8 

11.7 

31 

129,000 

Salisbury 
Princess  Anne 
Snow  Hill 

2 
1 
1 

70,900 

5,300 

16,200 

55.0 

4.1 

12.6 

32 

200 ,000 

Baltimore  City 

3 

200,000 

100.0 

33 

500,000 

Baltimore  City 

4 

500,000 

100.0 

34 

200,000 

Baltimore  City 

3 

200,000 

100.0 
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TABLE  5  (Cont'd) 

ACCESSIBILITY 

MULTI  SERVICE  CENTER  PLAN 


State  Totals 


Year  2000  Population 

6,149,500 

100.0% 

Population  Within  20  Minute  Radius  of: 

MSC  Level  4 

500,000 

8.1% 

MSC  Level  3's 

3,552,200 

57.8% 

MSC  Level  2's 

1,515,400 

24.6% 

MSC  Level  l's 

177,700 

2.9% 

5,745,300 

93.4% 

Population  Beyond  20  Minute  Radius  of 

MSC's  404,200 


37 


TABLE  6 

AIRPORT  FACILITIES 

MSC  SERVICE  AREAS 


2 
3 
4 

5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 


Airport  Name 

Garrett  County  Airport 
Cumberland  Municipal  Airport 
Mexico  Farms  Airport 

Hagerstown  Municipal  Airport 

Frederick  Municipal  Airport 

Westminster  Airport 
Clearview  Airport 
Reservoir  Airport 


(Airfield,  limited  facilities) 

(Airfield,  limited  facilities) 

Martin  Marietta  Airport 

Fallston  Airport 

US  Army  Edgewood  Arsenal 

Aldino  Airport 
Aberdeen  Airport 
Aberdeen  Proving  Grounds 

Davis  Airport 

Montgomery  County  Airport 


Location 

Hoyes,  Garrett  Co. 

Wiley  Ford,  West  Virginia 

North  Branch,  Allegany  Co. 

Mangansville,  Washington  Co. 

Frederick,  Frederick  Co. 

Westminster,  Carroll  Co. 
Bloom,  Carroll  Co. 
Finksburg,  Carroll  Co. 


Butler,  Baltimore  Co. 

German town,  Baltimore  Co. 

Middle  River,  Baltimore  Co. 

Fallston,  Harford  Co. 
Edgewood,  Harford  Co. 

Aldino,  Harford  Co. 
Aberdeen,  Harford  Co. 
Aberdeen,  Harford  Co. 

Etchison,  Montgomery  Co. 

Gaithersburg,  Montgomery  Co, 
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MSC 


20 


28 


29 


30 


TABLE  6   (Cont'd) 
AIRPORT  FACILITIES 
MSC  SERVICE  AREAS 


Service 
Area 

Airport  Name 

18 

- 

19 

Suburban  Airport 
Tipton  Airfield 

Baltimore-Washington 
International   Airport 


21 

Lee  Airport 

Deep  Creek  Airport 

22 

College  Park  Airport 

23 

Beltsville  Airport 

24 

Freeway  Airport 

25 

Andrews  Air  Force  Base 

26 

Hyde  Field  Airport 

27 

Maryland  Airport 

Aqua-Land  Airport 
Rock  Point  Airpark 

St.  Mary's  Co.  Airport 
Patuxent  Naval  Air  Test  Center 
Park  Hall-Lexington  Park  Air. 
(Limited  facility) 
Chesapeake  Ranch  Airport 

Farmington  Airport 
Cecil   County  Airpark 
Russell  Airport 
Gill   Airport 

Church  Hill   Airport 
(limited  facility) 
(limited  facility) 
Easton  Municipal   Airport 
Tilghman  Whipp  Airport 
Cambridge  Dorchester  Airport 
Municipal  Airport 
Golden  Hill  Airport 


Location 


Ft.   Meade,  Anne  Arundel   Co. 
Glen  Burnie,  Anne  Arundel   Co. 

Steurts  Corners,  Anne  Arundel   Co. 
Shady  Side,  Anne  Arundel   Co. 

College  Park,  Prince  George's  Co. 

Beltsville,  Prince  George's  Co. 

Bowie,  Prince  George's  Co. 

Andrews,  Prince  George's  Co. 

Tippett,  Prince  George's  Co. 

Pomonkey,  Charles  Co. 
Newburg,  Charles  Co. 
Rock  Point,  Charles  Co. 

California,  St.  Mary's  Co. 
Lexington  Park,  St.  Mary's  Co. 
Park  Hall ,  St.  Mary's  Co. 
Piney  Point,  St.  Mary's  Co. 
Chesapeake  Ranch,  Calvert  Co. 

Farmington,  Cecil  Co. 
Meadowview,  Cecil  Co. 
Chesapeake  Landing,  Kent  Co. 
Chestertown,  Kent  Co. 

Church  Hill,  Queen  Anne  Co. 
Kentmorr,  Queen  Anne  Co. 
Dominion,  Queen  Anne  Co. 
Easton,  Talbot  Co. 
Tilghman,  Talbot  Co. 
Thompson,  Dorchester  Co. 

Golden  Hill,  Dorchester  Co. 
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TABLE  6  (Cont'd) 
AIRPORT  FACILITIES 
MSC  SERVICE  AREAS 


MSC 

Service 

Area  Airport  Name  Location 

31  Salisbury-Wicomico  Co.   Airport  Salisbury,  Wicomico  Co. 

Crisfield  Municipal  Airport  Crisfield,  Wicomico  Co. 

Ocean  City  Airport  Ocean  City,  Worcester  Co, 

32 

33 

34 


-  40 


MSC  Service  Areas 

Service  areas  are  delineated  generally  in  respect  to  considerations  of 

support  population  and  accessibility.  For  example,  MSC  Level  3 

service  areas  incorporate  approximately  250,000  persons  primarily  within 

a  20-minute  driving  time. 

In  several  areas  of  the  state,  due  to  generally  low  population  intensities 
and  the  geographical  configurations  of  certain  counties,  it  is  necessary 
for  service  areas  to  incorporate  more  than  one  county  in  order  to  provide 
sufficient  population  to  support  full  Multi-Service  Center  operations. 

The  relatively  high  population  concentration  found  in  the  Baltimore- 
Washington  Corridor  requires  several  service  areas  to  most  effectively 
serve  a  single  county.  In  such  counties,  densities  were  found  to  be 
sufficiently  intense  to  provide  adequate  MSC  support  populations  within 
relatively  short  distances. 

For  purposes  of  defining  MSC  locations  and  operational  sizes,  it  was 
assumed  that  government  services  would  be  obtained  at  the  MSC  most 
conveniently  located  within  the  service  area  in  which  a  person  resides. 

Program  and  Service  Availability 

Program  components  for  the  planned  service  delivery  system  were  evaluated 
and  recommended  in  the  Phase  500  progress  report.  After  consideration  of 
all  direct  contact  service  activities  of  state  departments  and  agencies, 
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a  determination  was  made  as  to  which  programs  were  most  suitable  for 
Multi -Service  Center  inclusion. 

Specific  functions  of  eight  executive  departments  and  five  independent 
agencies  are  recommended  to  be  consolidated  within  the  Multi -Service 
Center  system.  The  integration  at  common  locations  of  current  program 
services  is  not  limited  to  those  solely  directed  toward  meeting  critical 
human  needs,  but  extends,  as  well,  to  include  the  more  general,  less 
crisis  oriented  service  needs  of  the  general  population.  Maximum 
comprehensiveness  in  program  service  availability  at  state  consolidated 
facilities  is  a  primary  objective  of  the  MSC  system.  Several  program 
services  considered  as  core  activities  of  MSC  facilities  are  implemented 
through  agencies  of  local  government.  In  the  case  of  direct  contact 
related  health  and  social  service  programs  a  shared  responsibility  exists 
between  state  and  local  governments  for  financing,  operations  and  delivery. 

Departmental  and  agency  program  services  considered  to  be  most  suited 
for  consolidation  at  Multi-Service  Center  locations  are  grouped  in 
general  functional  categories  with  the  administering  agency  indicated 
as  follows: 


42 


ASSESSMENT  AND  TAXATION 

Program:  Property  assessment  and  taxation. 

Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Assessment  and  Taxation. 

EDUCATION 

Program:  Community  library  services  for  those  who  are  educationally, 

economically  and  physically  disadvantaged. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Education. 

Program:  Diagnostic  counseling,  physical  restoration,  training  and 
placement  services  for  persons  with  vocational  handicaps 
resulting  from  disability. 

Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Education. 

Program:  General  vocational  and  technical  education  services  including 
classroom  related  academic  and  technical  instruction, 
vocational  guidance  and  counseling  and  contracted  instruction 
in  vocational  technical  education. 

Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Education. 

EMPLOYMENT  * 

Program:  Public  employment  services  consisting  of  the  determination  of 
individual  training  needs,  testing,  counseling  and  placement. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Employment  and  Social  Services. 

Program:  Collection  of  unemployment  insurance  taxes  for  the  payment  of 

unemployment  benefits  to  eligible  out-of-work  individuals. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Employment  and  Social  Services. 

Program:  Manpower  development  and  training  for  jobless  or  underemployed 

persons  in  occupations  that  have  skill  shortages. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Employment  and  Social  Services. 

HEALTH 

Program:  Provision  of  general  local  health  services  including  maternal 
and  child  health,  crippled  children's  services,  dental  health, 
communicable  disease  control,  disease  screening,  emergency 
medical  services,  environmental  health  and  veterinary  medicine. 

Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Health  and  Mental  Hygiene  through 

agencies  of  local  government. 

*The  responsibility  for  the  provision  of  employment  and  manpower  services 
as  provided  under  the  Comprehensive  Employment  and  Training  Act  of  December 
25  1973,  can  either  be  with  local  or  state  government  acting  as  prime  spon: 
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HOUSING 

Program:   Direct  low  interest  home  mortgage  loans  to  individuals  and 

families. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Economic  and  Community  Development 

JUDICIARY  AND  LEGAL 

Program:   Law  enforcement  activities  of  the  District  Court  of  Maryland. 
Administering  Agency:  District  Court. 

Program:   Public  Defender  representation  and  related  services. 
Administering  Agency:  Office  of  the  Public  Defender. 

Program:   Protection  of  the  public  from  fraudulent  schemes  and  promotions. 
Administering  Agency:   Office  of  the  Attorney  General. 

JUVENILE  SERVICES 


Program:   Intake,  aftercare  and  probationary  services  for  delinquency 

prevention,  control  and  rehabilitation. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Health  and  Mental  Hygiene. 


LICENSING  AND  REGULATION 

Program:   Testing,  titling,  control  and  issuance  of  permits  and 

registration  necessary  for  the  operation  of  motor  vehicles 
and  boats. 

Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Transportation  and  Department  of 

Natural  Resources. 


PAROLE  AND  PROBATION 

Program:   Supervision  of  parolees  released  from  state  correctional 

institutions  and  probationers. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  and  Correctional 

Services. 

Program:   Investigations  to  determine  the  advisability  of  granting 

paroles  as  well  as  commutation  of  sentence  or  clemency. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  and  Correctional 

Service. 


PERMITS  AND  CERTIFICATION 

Program:   Regulation  of  activities  associated  with  use  and  protection 

of  state's  natural  resources. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 
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PERSONNEL  SERVICES 

Program:  Recruitment,  counseling  and  testing  of  residents  seeking  state 

government  employment. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Personnel. 

PUBLIC  SAFETY 

Program:  Crime  prevention  education  for  the  general  public. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  and  Correctional 

Services. 

Program:  Fire  prevention  and  inspection  activities  including  review  of 

building  plans  and  specification. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Public  Safety  and  Correctional 

Services. 


SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Program:  Activities  to  socially  reintegrate  the  elderly,  including 

senior  aid  and  senior  volunteer  programs. 
Administering  Agency:  Commission  on  the  Aging. 

Program:  Income  maintenance  assistance  to  persons  without  sufficient 

resources  to  meet  necessary  expenditures  for  daily  living. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Employment  and  Social  Services 

through  agencies  of  local  governments. 

Program:  General  social  services  to  the  poor,  including  counseling, 
homemaker  services,  emergency  services,  legal  services, 
services  to  the  aged,  community  services,  work  incentive 
services,  single  parent  services  and  services  to  dependent  or 
neglected  children. 

Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Employment  and  Social  Services. 

Program:  Assistance  for  both  juvenile  and  adult  offenders  in  receiving 

required  services  to  function  in  community. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Employment  and  Social  Services 

VETERAN'S  BENEFITS 

Program:  Assistance  to  veterans  and  dependents  in  obtaining  entitled 

aid. 
Administering  Agency:  Department  of  Employment  and  Social  Services. 
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While  administrative  control  would  remain  with  each  authorized 
department  or  agency,  the  operational  aspects  of  service  delivery 
internal  to  MSCs  would  not  necessarily  be  along  vertical  departmental 
lines.  The  restructuring  of  program  services  into  broad  areas  of 
functional  need  and  related  activities  more  appropriately  reflects 
the  intended  nature  of  MSC  operations  and  more  sensitively  responds 
to  people's  needs. 

In  addition  to  state  service  activities,  there  are  federal  departments 
and  agencies  which  also  provide  direct  contact  services  to  Maryland 
residents.  The  commonality  of  purpose  among  certain  federal  and 
state  programs  that  are  being  provided  to  the  identical  consumer 
group  indicates  mutual  benefits  that  can  be  derived  from  joint  partici- 
pation in  the  MSC  system.  Regional  functions  of  the  following  federal 
departments  and  agencies  co-located  within  an  MSC  provide  the  greatest 
opportunity  for  state/federal  cooperation  in  the  MSC  system: 


Federal  Departments /Agencies 

Department  of  Health,  Education  and  Welfare  (HEW) 
Social  Security  Administration 

Department  of  Housing  and  Urban  Development  (HUD) 
Federal  Housing  Administration  (FHA) 

Department  of  Agriculture 

Agriculture  Stabilization  Conservation  Service  (ASCS) 
Soil  Conservation  Service  (SCS) 
Farmers  Home  Administration 

Department  of  Interior 

Internal  Revenue  Service 

Office  of  Economic  Opportunity 
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Non-profit  and  private  enterprise  activities  that  provide  a  related 
or  supplemental  service  to  the  government  service  functions  of  MSCs 
are  considered  to  be  desirable  center  inclusions.  As  the  focal  point 
of  government  service  in  the  community,  the  benefits  of  center 
operations  can  be  increased  by  incorporating  charitable  and  special 
purpose  non-profit  organizations,  as  well  as  retail  and  other  commercial 
uses  related  to  meeting  needs  of  the  government  service  users  while  at 
the  MSC.  Examples  of  the  types  of  non-governmental  groups  that  could 
effectively  function  within  the  MSC  context  are  as  follows: 


Non-Profit 

Local  Health  and  Welfare  Councils 

Adoption  Agencies 

Legal  Aid  Services 

Veterans  Organizations 

Private  Foundations 

Private  Juvenile  and  Child  Care  Programs 

Consumer  Affairs 

Union  Offices  (apprenticeship  training  and  membership) 

Private  Enterprise 
Restaurant 
Book  Store 
Drug  Store/Pharmacy 
Optometrist 
Medical /Dental  Offices 
Photography/Photostat  Shop 
Notary  Public 
Bank 

MSC  Plan  and  Population  Growth 

This  Phase  800  report  has  presented  the  Plan  for  the  MSC  system  which 

evolved  from  the  concept  planning  and  evaluation  accomplished  in  previous 

phases.  A  process  for  the  programming,  implementation  and  up-dating  of  this 

Multi-Service  Center  Plan  is  the  next  study  phase  to  be  addressed.  An 
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organizational  arrangement  for  MSC  operations  will  also  be  developed. 

Formulation  of  the  programming  and  implementation  process  will  be  in 
the  context  of  a  twenty-five  year  capital  improvements  program  for  the 
construction  of  Multi-Service  Centers.  Financial  analysis  conducted  in 
Phase  600  demonstrated  that  total  MSC  system  costs  would  be  reduced  with 
an  accelerated  implementation  process.  A  general  implementation  approach 
of  constructing  85  percent  of  the  MSC  facilities  required  in  the  year 
2000  within  the  first  10  years  was  evidenced  to  be  the  most  economical 
to  the  state  and  practical  from  a  financial  point  of  view. 

A  multiplicity  of  considerations  other  than  cost,  however,  are  involved 
in  a  determination  of  a  specific  implementation  schedule  for  constructing 
the  MSC  system.  One  factor  of  major  importance  in  such  determinations, 
to  assure  that  facility  construction  is  consistent  with  the  level  of 
service  need,  is  population  growth.  General  time-frames  have  been 
established  in  which  estimated  population  growth  for  the  state  is  related 
to  the  MSC  system  Plan. 

The  proposed  Multi -Service  Center  operational  levels  are  matchmated  over 
time  with  the  minimum  required  support  populations,  by  MSC  service  areas. 
It  is  indicated  that  by  1985  sufficient  population  growth  will  have  occurred 
to  sustain,  virtually,  the  full  operations  of  the  MSC  system.  In  certain 
service  areas,  as  identified  in  Table  7,  Level  3  MSCs  will  develop  to 
full  scale  operations  through  an  evolutionary  growth  process  in  response 


-  48 


to  growth  in  service  area  population.  Initial  MSC  facilities  could  be 
established  in  these  areas  when  a  Level  2  threshold  population  is  first 
reached,  and  then  ultimately  expanded  to  meet  the  maximum  growth  attained. 

The  identification  of  time-frames  in  which  MSCs  could  be  supported, 
based  solely  on  estimated  population  growth,  is  contained  in  Table  7. 

The  availability  of  expansion  land  would  obviously  be  a  major  factor  in 
selection  of  sites  for  those  facilities  intended  to  be  expanded  into 
larger  MSC  operations.  Up  to  approximately  45  percent  additional  land 
would  be  required  for  those  Level  2  centers  indicated  for  potential  growth 
into  Level  3  centers.  In  addition,  the  internal  arrangement  of  MSC 
functions  would  have  to  be  organized  to  allow  for  maximum  expansion  and 
growth  potential.  MSC  Level  2  component  activities  that  would  expand, 
as  growth  to  a  Level  3  facility  occurred,  include  federal,  state  and 
local  program  activities. 

In  the  layout  of  the  MSC,  these  elements  most  likely  to  expand  should  be 
located  along  the  periphery  of  an  open-ended  central -spine.  To  illustrate 
specific  flexibilities  for  expansion  of  MSC  facilities,  a  prototype  site 
plan  and  interior  space  organization  will  be  developed  as  part  of  Phase 
1000-Site  Design  and  Standards. 
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i: 


M-AND   MULTI-SERVICE    CENTER 

EMENTATION    PROGRAM-BASED   ON  POPULATION 

COUNTIES 

MSC 
LOCATION 

1975 

1980 

1985 

1990 

1995 

2000 

Population 

MSC  LEVEL 

Population 

MSC  LEVEL 

Population 

MSC  LEVEL 

Population 

MSC  LEVEL 

Population 

MSC  LEVEL 

Population 

MX  LEVEL 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

2  |   3 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

1 

? 

■J 

4 

1 

2 

3 

4 

ILLEGANY 
iARRETT 

CUMBERLAND 
OAKLAND 

106,500 

• 

107.500 

o 

o 

108,500 

o 

o 

109,500 

o 

o 

110.500 

o 

o 

111.500 

o 

0 

VASHINGTON 

HAGERSTOWN 

110.000 

118.000 

o 

124,000 

o 

130,000 

o 

136,500 

o 

143,000 

o 

FREDERICK 

FREDERICK 

95,000 

105.000 

0 

117,500 

o 

130,000 

o 

142,500 

o 

155.000 

o 

:arroll 

WESTMINSTER 

79,500 

90,000 

o 

101,000 

o 

112,000 

o 

123,000 

0 

134.000 

o 

JALTIMORE 

CATONSVILLE 

175,600 

192,000 

o 

204,800 

Ch 

* 

217,600 

o 

230,400 

o 

243.400 

o 

OWINGSMILL 

76.100 

83.300 

o 

88,800 

o 

94,400 

o 

99,900 

o 

105,500 

o 

TOWSON 

172,900 

189,000 

o 

201,600 

o- 

m 

214.200 

o 

226,800 

o 

239,400 

o 

PARKVILLE 

69,300 

75,700 

o 

80,800 

o 

85,800 

o 

90.900 

o 

96,400 

o 

ESSEX 

192,100 

• 

210,000 

o 

224,000 

o 

238.000 

o 

252,000 

o 

265,300 

o 

lARFORD 

BEL  AIR 

71,800 

• 

82,500 

o 

93,100 

o 

103,700 

o 

114,400 

o 

125.000 

o 

ABERDEEN 

63,200 

72,500 

• 

81,900 

o 

91.300 

0 

100,600 

o 

110,000 

o 

MONTGOMERY 

GERMANTOWN 

52,700 

59.400 

65,400 

• 

71,300 

o 

76,300 

o 

81,600 

o 

ROCKVILLE 

139,500 

157.300 

o 

173,000 

0 

188,700 

o 

202,100 

o- 

* 

215.000 

o 

BETHESOA 

130,000 

146.500 

o 

161.300 

o 

175.800 

o 

188,300 

0 

200,600 

o 

m 

WHEATON 

136,600 

153,900 

o 

169,300 

o 

184,700 

o 

197,800 

o 

* 

210.900 

o 

SILVER  SPRING 

140,200 

157,900 

o 

173.700 

o 

189,500 

0 

203,000 

a 

m 

216.900 

o 

HOWARD 

ELLICOTTCITY 

30,500 

40,600 

56.400 

• 

72.300 

o 

86.100 

o 

100.000 

o 

COLUMBIA 

62,000 

84,400 

o 

117,100 

o 

149.700 

o 

174,900 

o 

200.000 

o 

• 

ODENTON 

67.100 

79,200 

0 

87,900 

o 

96,600 

o 

106.600 

o 

118.500 

o 

ANNE  ARUNDEL 

GLEN  SURNIE 

152,500 

179,800 

o 

199,500 

c* 

>© 

219,200 

o 

241,900 

o 

269.000 

o 

ANNAPOLIS 
CHURCHTON 

143,400 

• 

169,000 

o 

o 

187,600 

o 

o 

206,200 

o 

Oi 

* 

227,500 

o 

0 

252.500 

o 

o 

HYATTSVILLE 

171,200 

186.400 

o 

204,100 

o 

* 

221,800 

o 

239,500 

o 

257.700 

o 

LAUREL 

145,800 

158,800 

o 

173,900 

o 

189,000 

o 

204,000 

a 

* 

218,700 

o 

PRINCE  GEORGE'S 

BOWIE 

79.800 

86,900 

o 

95,200 

o 

103,400 

o 

111,700 

o 

119,900 

o 

SEAT  PLEASANT 
UPPER  MARLBORO 

161,100 

• 

175.400 

o 

o 

192.000 

o 

0 

208,700 

o 

a 

* 

225,300 

o 

o 

241.700 

JD 

o 

OXONHILL 

167.600 

182,500 

o 

199,800 

a 

>• 

217,100 

o 

234,500 

o 

252,000 

o 

CHARLES 

LA  PLATA 

65,000 

80,000 

0 

94,000 

o 

108,000 

o 

121,500 

o 

135,000 

0 

ST.  MARY'S 
CALVERT 

LEONARDTOWN 
PRINCE  FREDERICK 

65,500 

• 

82,000 

o 

o 

87,000 

o 

0 

92,000 

o 

o 

97,500 

o 

o 

103,000 

0 

o 

CECIL 
KENT 

ELKTON 
CHESTERTOWN 

73,000 

• 

76,000 

o 

0 

79,000 

o 

o 

82,000 

o 

o 

86,000 

o 

o 

90.000 

o 

o 

TALBOT 
DORCHESTER 
QUEEN  ANNE'S 
CAROLINE 

EASTON 
CAMBRIDGE 
CENTREVILLE 
DENTON 

83.500 

• 
• 
• 

96.000 

o 

o 
o 

o 

98.800 

o 
o 
o 

o 

101,700 

o 
o 
o 

0 

105,500 

o 

o 
o 

o 

109.000 

o 

8 

o 

WICOMICO 
SOMERSET 
WORCESTER 

SALISBURY 
PRINCESS  ANNE 
SNOW  HILL 

101,500 

• 
• 

• 

106,000 

o 

o 

o 

111,000 

o 

o 

o 

1 16,000 

o 
o 

o 

122,500 

0 

o 

o 

129,000 

0 

o 

0 

WEST 

200,000 

• 

200,000 

o 

200,000 

Q 

200.000 

o 

200.000 

o 

200,000 

o 

BALTIMORE 
CITY 

CENTRAL 

502,000 

• 

500,000 

o 

500,000 

o 

500.000 

o 

500,000 

o 

500.000 

o 

EAST 

200,000 

• 

200,000 

o 

200,000 

O 

200.000 

o 

200,000 

o 

200.000 

0 

TOTAL 

4,282.500 

10 

27 

3 

1 

4.683,500 

10 

28 

3 

1 

5,051,800 

10 

25 

8 

1 

5.420.200 

10 

23 

10 

1 

5,780.000 

10 

19 

14 

1 

6.149.500 

10 

17 

16      1 

1 

FACILITY  ESTABLISHED 
FACILITY  EXISTING 
FACILITY  EXPANDED 


NOTE:  SERVICE  AREA  POPULATIONS  HAVE  BEEN  EXTRAPOLATED 

FROM  DEPARTMENT  OF  STATE  PLANNING  PRELIMINARY 
POPULATION  PROJECTIONS-1980,  1990  AND  2000. 
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Comments: 

Purpose,  flexibility  and  general  functions  of  the  four  MSC 
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The  Phase  800  Progress  Report,  "MSC  System 
Selection",  is  prepared  as  part  of  the 
Multi -Service  Center  Study.  The  report 
presents  the  summary  analysis  which  evolved 
over  three  separate  study  phases,  leading 
to  the  selection  by  the  Department  of  State 
Planning  of  the  Multi -Service  Center  concept 
for  further  planning.  The  primary  accomplishment 
of  the  report  is  the  development  of  a  plan  for 
a  system  of  Multi -Service  Centers  with  common 
locations  for  the  delivery  of  local,  state  and 
federal  program  services. 

The  report  includes  a  description  of  the  Multi- 
Service Center  system  in  terms  of  concept 
definition,  facility  locations,  service  area 
delineations,  operational  levels,  program 
components  and  accessibility  attainment.  The 
MSC  facilities  proposed  in  the  plan  are  phased 
over  time  to  indicate  when  sufficient  population 
would  be  attained  to  support  center  operations. 
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The  MSC  Plan  report  presents  for  interactive 
consideration,  the  refined  plan  which  is  intended 
as  a  general  guide  for  state  officials  in  making 
decisions  in  respect  to  the  location,  size  and 
functions  of  a  state-wide  system  of  Mu Hi -Service 
Centers. 
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